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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 34-66 and 68-82 are pending in the application. Claim 67 has been canceled. 
Claims 41-46, 54-59 and 68-82 remain withdrawn from consideration due to an election of 
species. Claims 34-40, 47-53 and 60-66 stand rejected. Independent Claims 34, 47 and 60 
have been amended to recite increasing the number of bits per pixel while maintaining the 
image resolution, during the spatial filtering. Basis for the amendment can be found at least 
on pages 24 and 30 of Applicants' specification as originally filed, as well as in Figure 2, 
which illustrates that the output image from system controller 101 is expressed in units of 
"m" dpi and "p" bits, and the output from the spatial filter processing unit 201 is expressed as 
"m" dpi and "q" bits, where p < q. In addition, Claims 60-66 have been amended to recite a 
computer readable medium having recorded thereon a computer program. Claim 67 has been 
cancelled because upon amending Claim 60 to be statutory, Claim 60 was a duplicate of 
Claim 67. No new matter has been added. 

By way of summary, Claims 60-66 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as being 
directed to nonstatutory subject matter. Claims 34, 37, 47, 50, 60 and 63 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanioka (U.S. 6,1 18,547) in view of 
Zakrzewski (U.S. 2003/0215141). Claims 35, 36, 48, 49, 61 and 62 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski and further in 
view of Nataraian (U.S. 2002/0009145). Claims 38, 51 and 64 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski and further in view of 
Gove (U.S. 5,796,442). Claims 39, 52 and 65 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 
unpatentable over Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski and further in view of Callaway (U.S. 
2003/0090592). Claims 40, 53, 66 and 67 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski and further in view of Namizuka (U.S. 
2006/0098227). 

Turning first to the rejection of Claims 60-66 under 35 U.S.C. §101 as being directed 
to nonstatutory subject matter, Applicants have amended Claims 60-66 to embody the 
program on a computer readable medium in order to make the claims statutory, as suggested 
on page 3 of the Official Action. Accordingly, Applicants request that this rejection be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Applicants turn next to the rejection of Claims 34, 37, 47, 50, 60 and 63 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski . Applicants note 
at the outset that this rejection includes all of the independent claims under rejection. 
Turning to the rejection of independent Claim 34, Applicants note that the secondary 
reference to Zakrzewski has been relied upon to teach a method of gradation processing in 
which the dynamic range is increased by uniformly distributing luminance values, thus 
improving the dynamic range of the image. In particular, the Official Action (page 4) relies 
on paragraph [0075] of Zakrzewski . 

As shown in Applicants' Figure 2, when spatial filter processing unit 201 processes 
the image input from system controller 101 the resolution, expressed as "m" dpi remains the 
same. However, the number of bits per pixel is increased from "p" to "q" where p < q. 
Thus, as a result of Applicants' spatial filtering, the resolution of a image going to the 
resolution conversion processing unit 202 remains the same, while the number of bits per 
pixel increases. Turning to Zakrzewski , paragraph [0075] refers to applying a contrast 
stretching technique to increase the dynamic range of the image and also talks of a linear 
transformation of a dynamic range of the cameras. However, Applicants find nothing in this 
paragraph, or throughout the reference to indicate that the dynamic range of the image is 
increased by increasing the number of bits per pixel. Claim 34 and each of other independent 
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claims, namely Claims 47 and 60 have been amended to recite this limitation. As a result, 
Applicants believe that the claims as now amended are not rendered obvious by the 
combination of the references to Tanioka and Zakrzewski . Accordingly, Applicants request 
that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Turning next to the other rejections of the dependent claims, Applicants request that 
these rejections be withdrawn because there is nothing in the record to indicate that any of the 
additional references to Nataraian , Gove . Callaway or Namizuka make up for the basic 
deficiencies of the basic combination to Tanioka in view of Zakrzewski . From all of the 
above, Applicants believe that all of the claims currently pending are now in condition for 
allowance. An early indication to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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